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The Literacy Educator's No Nonsense
Guide to Standardized Assessment
by Tanya Christ and Ron Cramer

T

esting has an ancient history. It may have originated in China as an imperial examination of art, academic, and athletic skill. Standardized testing had its origin in America during War World War I. Standardized
tests had an innocuous role in the 1940s and 1950s. That early, almost innocent
beginning has changed dramatically. Standardized tests are the hammer legislative authorities use to fix education. This is the wrong tool and the wrong approach to fixing education. Standardized tests will not lead education into the
Promised Land. They have serious limitations. This article: (1) discusses basics
about standardized assessments that teachers should know; (2) analyzes how
standardized tests measure up to assessment standards; (3) presents arguments
for and against the use of standardized assessment; (4) considers issues and pitfalls in standardized testing; (5) offers a viable alternative to standardized assessments; and (6) ends with some final thoughts for teacher action.

Tanya Christ

Basic Standardized Assessment Issues Teachers Should Know
In order to evaluate standardized tests and testing practices, it is necessary to consider some fundamental
concepts about about them. A standardized test is constructed, administered, and interpreted according
to standard procedures intended to minimize variations and irregularities. Such tests are widely used to
assess children's reading and writing achievement (see Table I). The directions for administering standardized tests, scoring criteria, and time limits are the same for all test takers. Uniform standards differentiate standardized from informal tests. Every level of education uses standardized tests. Crucial
decisions rely on test results, including retention, promotion, graduation, teacher effectiveness, and operational control of schools. Standardized tests have earned the name, high-stakes tests.

Two Types of Standardized Tests
There are two major types of standardized tests: norm-referenced and criterion-referenced (refer to Table
1 for examples). Each type has features that make it suitable for particular purposes. Norm-referenced tests
compare students to one another. This comparison is based the performance of a representative group of
students. Their performance predicts how other groups of students are likely to perform on the same
test. Criterion-referenced tests determine whether students meet certain levels of competency established
by objectives.
Common Core State Standards create objectives for criterion reference testing. Criterion referenced tests
are, in effect, mastery tests. The implicit assumption is that students should have mastered certain skills
and knowledge at a certain age or grade. Another assumption is that standardized tests are curriculum
based. But it is not possible to align the curriculum in every local school with what a standardized tests
measures. Consequently, the curriculum-based assumption is seldom valid.
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Table 1
Examples ofStandardized Literacy Tests for K-12

Test
Michigan Educational
Assessment Program
(MEAP)
Phonological Awareness
Literacy Screening
(PALS)

Kind
Criterionreferenced

Grade
3-8

What it Purports to Measure (Content)
Reading; Writing, Math; Science; Social studies

Criterionreferenced

PreK3

Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS)

Criterionreferenced

K-6

Phonological awareness; Alphabet knowledge;
Knowledge of letter sounds; Spelling; concept of
word; Word recognition in isolation (plus oral passage
reading for G 1-3)
Early literacy skills

Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS)

Normreferenced

K-8

BRIGANCE
Comprehensive
Inventory of Basic
Skills-Revised (CIBS-R)

Criterionreferenced

Pre-K9

Metropolitan
Achievement Tests,
Reading Diagnostic
Tests - 8th Edition
(MAT-8)
Test of Word Reading
Efficiency (TOWRE)

Normreferenced

K-12

Gates MacGinitie
Reading Test - 4th
Edition (GMRT)

Normreferenced

K-12

Literacy concepts; Oral language concepts; Letter and
letter-sound correspondences; Listening
comprehension; Initial consonants and consonant
clusters; Final consonants and consonant clusters;
Vowels; Basic story words; Word decoding;
Comprehension; Word know ledge; Vocabulary

Gray Oral Reading Test
(GORT-IV

Normreferenced

1-12

STAR Reading
Computer - Adaptive
Reading Test by
Renaissance Leaming,
Inc. (is this
standardized?)

Norm-&
Criterionreferenced

K-12

Oral reading rate and accuracy; Oral reading
comprehension; Total reading ability; Oral reading
miscues
Word knowledge and skills; Comprehension strategies
and constructing meaning; Analyzing literary text;
Understanding author's craft; Analyzing argument and
evaluating text

1-3+

Vocabulary, word analysis, listening, reading
comprehension, language (and math, social studies,
science)
10 areas, including word recognition, oral reading,
reading comprehension, listening, and math
computation.

Reading Comprehension;
Language Comprehension;
Cipher Knowledge;
Semantics (Vocabulary and Morphology);
Phonological Awareness
Sight word efficiency; Phonemic decoding efficiency

Spring 2014, Vol. 46, No. 2

19

The Literacy Educator's No Nonsense Guide to Standardized Assessment

Common Types of Scores
Standardized tests mathematically transform raw
scores (how many items a child gets correct on
the test) to scores that make it easier to compare
performance. The most common transformed
scores are grade-level equivalents, percentiles, and
stanines.
Grade-level equivalents tell how a student's performance compares to the performance of students in another grade who are taking the same
test. So, if Kyle, a fourth grader, takes a fourth
grade test, and gets a grade-level equivalency
score of 5.2, this means that he scored similarly
to the performance of students in the second
month of fifth grade who took the same test (that
is, the fourth grade test). It does not mean that
Kyle is performing at a fifth-grade level. Grade
equivalency scores are often misinterpreted because transparency it lacking.
Percentiles compare individual students. Who
ranked higher, Jill or Johnny? Percentiles tell you
how many others scored at or below your level.
So, if you score at the 99 th percentile, it means
that 99% of those who the test was normed for
scored the same as or below your performance.
Stanines (the division of the normal curve into
nine parts) provide a band within which a score
may fall rather than a specific point, such as the
75th percentile. There are three stanine bands: 1
to 3 is low, 4 to 6 is medium, and 7 to 9 is high.
Reading Recovery uses stanines to identify which
students have the greatest need for services. Reading recovery provides services for children in the
1 to 3 stanine band.

Quality Requirements
There are two kinds of quality requirements for
standardized tests. They should be both reliable
and valid. Standardized tests use statistical procedures to establish reliability and validity.
Reliability. Reliability is the consistency with
which a test measures the domain it claims to
measure. If a test is reliable you should get the
same results across multiple administrations of the
20

test. However, reliability does not assure that you
are assessing what you think you are assessing.
Validity. Validity asks the question, does the test
actually measure what it claims to measure?
Often standardized test claim validity based on
their correlation with other standardized tests
that supposedly measure the same thing. However, this assumes that the content of the other
tests is a valid representation of what you aim to
measure. Take comprehension, for example. Several tests may highly correlate on comprehension,
resulting in their being deemed "valid." But,
none may test more then basic recall of information. While most literacy educators agree that
text-based recall is an insufficient measure of
comprehension, this is what the "valid" test of
comprehension measures. No test is better than
its content. Any standardized test that has inadequately defined comprehension will inevitably
mismeasurement it. Nevertheless, these tests almost certainly will claim reliability and validity.

An Analysis of How
Standardized Tests Measure
Up to Assessment Standards
The International Reading Association (IRA) and
National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)
Task Force (2007) provide standards for assessing
reading and writing. IRA and NCTE are professional teacher organizations. They deal with national and international literacy issues. They
represent thousands of classroom teachers, educators, and university professors. They publish research journals, books, and sponsor national and
international conferences. Therefore, their standards seem an appropriate benchmark against
which to evaluate standardized assessments. In
Table 2 we present how standardized tests measure up to the IRA/NCTE Task Force standards
for assessment.
Let's simplify the content ofTable 2: Standardized tests ignore the IRA/NCTE Task Froce standards for assessment. This must change.
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Table 2
How Standardized Tests Measure Up to IRA/NCTE Task Force Standards for Assessment
IRA/NCTE Task Force Standards for
Assessment
(from http://www.reading.org/ general/
currentresearch/standards/assessments
tandards.aspx)
1. The interests of the student are paramount in
assessment.
2. The teacher is the most important agent of
assessment.

3. The primary purpose is to improve teaching and
learning.

How Standardized Testing Measures Up

Standardized testing violates or ignores the
paramount interests of students.
Teachers have no voice in standardized test
assessment. Today, assessment is in the hands of
legislators, government agencies, and educational
administrators.
Standardized assessment does not inform day-today instruction.

4. Assessment must reflect and allow for critical
inquiry into curriculum and instruction.

Standardized testing often ends up dictating
instruction and curriculum, moving farther away
from this goal.

5. Assessment must recognize and reflect the
intellectually and socially complex nature of
reading and writing and the important roles of
school, home, and society in literacy development.
6. Assessment must be fair and equitable.

There is no way to standardize a test and yet have it
richly reflect the diversity of our society and their
literacy practices.

7. The consequences of assessment procedures are
the first, and most important, consideration in
establishing the validity of the assessment.

There is fairness and equity in the structure of tests,
but how can the content be "fair" when it is always
culturally situated? Someone always has an
advantage.
Validity asks and tries to answer the question,
"Does this test measure what it claims to measure?
Reading and writing are complex. Standardized
tests do not ever come close to creating a valid
measure ofliteracy.

8. The assessment process should involve multiple
perspectives and sources of data.
9. Assessment must be based in the local school
learning community, including active and essential
participation of families and community members.
10. All stakeholders in the educational
community-students, families, teachers,
administrators, policymakers, and the public-must
have an equal voice in the development,
interpretation, and reporting of assessment
information.

It is questionable whether most tests meet this
standard.
This is never the case. Standardized tests assess
large communities of children-usually across a
state or nation.
This is never the case. Standardized tests makers
never ask for feedback from students or parents,
and rarely from teachers. Selection of standardized
test is often the purview of administrators or policy
makers, and publishers tend to control most of test
development.

11. Families must be involved as active, essential
participants in the assessment process.

Standardized assessment does not include any
participation with families.
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Arguments for and Against
the Use of Standardized
Assessments
So perhaps you're wondering, "Why are we using
so many standardized test when they don't measure up to professional standards for literacy as-

sessment?" Great question. Table 3 presents common arguments for using standardized assessments. It also presents related counter arguments.
As a smart, educated individual, we will let you
suss out your own conclusions based on these arguments.

Table 3
Common Arguments for Using Standardized Assessments and Related Counter Arguments
(http://standardizedtests.procon. orgl#pro_con; Manzo, Manzo, & Albee, 2004)

Common Arguments for Using
Standardized Assessments
They enable teachers to determine what to
teach.
They give parents useful information about
how their children are achieving compared to
other children.
They enable schools to track children's
progress.
Are fair to all test takers since test conditions
are standardized.

They provide comparisons across groups: boys
versus girls, school district versus school
district, state versus state, nation versus nation.
They are valid and reliable instruments of
measurement.

They document levels of mastery of various
knowledge domains.

22

Counter Arguments Against
Standardized Assessments
They are seldom diagnostic. Consequently,
they provide little or no useful information
about children's specific strengths or needs.
Teacher observation can do this without using
standardized tests.
Teacher observation can do this without using
standardized tests.
They are group normed so the validity and
reliability of individual children's scores cannot
be determined. Also, consider the content. Is it
fair to test all children on content that some
children are more likely to know, because of
their cultural or linguistic backgrounds, than
others?
Yes, they do this, but are the comparisons valid
given issues of fairness, especially for
culturally and linguistically diverse students?
They are less reliable at the highest and lowest
levels of performance. A few correct items can
make the difference between scoring at the
90th versus the 70th percentile. This means
that a few good or bad guess can make a score
look better or worse than they actually are.
They often measure simple things, but are
unable to capture the complexity of domains.
Comprehension assessment of text-based
recall, discussed previously, is one example of
a valid and reliable test that doesn't well
document mastery within this domain.
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Issues and Pitfalls in
Standardized Testing
The Measurement Problem
Early anthropologists theorized that intelligence
was related to skull volume. They measured skull
volume by the number of BBs (the pellets used in
guns) they could fit into a skull (Gould, 1981).
They found that the skulls of Whites had greater
volume (fit more BBs) than the skulls of Blacks.
They believed they had obtained evidence that
Whites were more intelligent than Blacks. But,
did they have a sound theory? Did they use appropriate measuring instruments? Was their
analysis valid? No, no, and no. Their measurement approach was seriously flawed. The validity
of the connection between skull capacity and intelligence was flawed. They miscounted the actual number of BBs the skulls contained (lack of
reliability). These problems nullified the findings,
interpretations, and applications of their investigation. Yet, their findings reigned for decades.
Great societal harm resulted from this mismeasurement of human intelligence. "Our findings
are evidenced based," is what they would have
claimed in today's terminology. Sound familiar?
It should. These are the claims we hear today regarding standardized tests and testing.
Measuring reading and writing achievement is
complex. Reading and writing are consummate
functions of the human mind. One-shot testing
cannot plumb the depth of the mind's functions.
Indeed, no amount of testing of any sort will tap
their utmost depth. Why are we so certain that
we can adequately and accurately measure
human traits such as intelligence and achievement? Gardner (1993) tells us that we cannot.
He's most likely right. A bit of humility might be
appropriate.
Teachers assess functions of the mind across significant spans of time - weeks, months, semesters, even years. They do it by constantly and
consistently observing reading and writing in real

life situations: conversing, discussing, listening,
responding, and conferencing. There are inevitable and unavoidable sources of error when
measuring complex human capabilities. Teachers
can mismeasure (and do). But the arrogance of
standardized testing is its assumption that it can
validly assess in an hour or two students' achievement acquired over weeks, months, or an entire
year. Standardized tests cannot validly do in minutes and hours what a well-qualified, thoughtful
teacher can do over weeks, months, and years.

Three Hurdles Standardized Testing
Cannot Clear
There is a track event called the high hurdles race.
This race features a set of high hurdles that runners must leap over as they run the distance of
the race, often 100 or 220 yards. Failure to dear
the hurdles results in losing the race. Test makers
have three assessment hurdles to dear to provide
valid and reliable standardized tests: (1) multiplechoice questioning, (2) prompted essay writing,
and (3) timed testing. Failure to dear these three
hurdles, like runners in the high hurdles race, results in failed assessment.

Multiple-choice questioning. You are asked a
question and given four options-three foils
("wrong") and one "correct" answer. Fill in the
correct bubble with a number two pencil. Congratulations. You made the Correct Bubble
Choice. If your dog made a Correct Bubble
Choice, you'd say, Good dog! Luckily, dogs don't
take multiple-choice tests. But our children do.
Multiple choice testing is a doggone big problem.
Here are our top-three problems inherent in multiple-choice questions:
1. Multiple-choice questions cannot measure
creative or critical thinking. Thinking outside
the bubble is a punishable offense. Multiplechoice testing focuses on lower-level thinking. For instance, standardized reading
comprehension tests favor explicit over implicit questions. The reason? Critical and creative thinking requires argument and

Spring 2014, Vol. 46, No. 2

23

The Literacy Educator's No Nonsense Guide to Standardized Assessment

counterargument. This is not possible in a
closed, predetermined correct answer format.
Multiple-choice questioning is deadly for
critical and creative thinkers. It limitations
are beyond redemption.
2. Multiple-choice cannot and does not accurately reflect students' cultural, linguistic, or
world experience. These crucial individual
traits inform students' response to the questions posed. But, multiple-choice answers are
predetermined. When students' cultural, linguistic, or world experience diverges from
test-writers' expectations, failure to answer in
the predetermined "correct" way results.
Thus, multiple-choice testing is inevitably
unfair.
3. Strategic test-taking preparation can help
children strategize their way to a better score
than they might otherwise achieve. But,
many test-takers do not receive useful testtaking preparation. In the absence of being
taught test-taking strategies, some children's
performance will be disadvantaged.

Prompted essay writing. In response to the
complaint that multiple-choice questioning is an
inadequate way to assess achievement, some standardized tests include essay questions. For example, the College Board offers the English
Language and Composition exam to several hundred thousand high-school students each year.
The students have two hours to write three essays
on prompted topics (Byrne, 2011). How well
they write figures significantly into acceptance or
rejection at the college of their choice. Four problems with essay assessment are apparent.
1. Writing prompts assume background knowledge that test takers may or may not possess.
The essay topic chosen arbitrarily advantages
some students while disadvantaging others.
Without adequate background knowledge
testing cannot assess a writer's actual capability. Good writers resean;h unfamiliar topics
before writing about them. Standardized as-
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sessments do not allow this option. The implicit claim is that everyone has a fair and
equal chance to write effectively to the
prompt. Manifestly, this is not true. The
choice of topic inevitably advantages some
while disadvantaging others.
2. Standardized writing assessments occur under
highly artificial conditions: no think time, no
conference time, no revision time. The writing process requires planning, drafting, and
revision. Standardized essay tests preclude the
opportunity to apply the writing process to
the writing task.
3. Rubrics are used to score essay writing.
Rubrics identify and define content and writing style. Rubrics are useful and necessary.
But, rubric scorers' make subjective decisions
about content and style (this is a reliability
issue). Furthermore, the rubric itself may require the use of inadequate or inappropriate
criteria (this is a validity issue).
4. Many students do not have access to instruction in prompted essay writing. Some schools
make an effort to prepare students for
prompted essay writing, but many schools do
not have the resources needed to provide adequate instruction. Private intensive tutoring
in prompted writing is available, but private
tutoring is expensive. Few families have the
financial resources to choose this option.
Poor and middle-class families are often unable to afford private tutoring, leaving them
at a disadvantage.

Timed testing. Timed testing makes standardizing a test possible, but these conditions are highly
artificial. The assumption that time is a relevant
variable in assessing knowledge is untenable. It is
intellectually indefensible. Timing performance
in crucial knowledge domains takes no account
of individual rates of responding. It places severe
limits on the application of knowledge, imagination, and critical thinking. Imagine Albert Einstein in his study pondering a cosmic question.
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''.All right Al, time's up." Silly analogy you say?
Perhaps not so silly. Einstein insisted on thinking
things through. Time to ponder is crucial for effective performance. One person's performance
may be slower or faster than another, but speed is
not a gauge of thinking power or substantive
knowledge. Time limits on standardized tests are
arbitrary and do not allow for individual differences in processing information. Who won the
race between the tortoise and the hare? The tortoise was slow but he got to the finish line first.
Slow responders cannot win a timed academic
race. Timed tests are fixed in favor of the hare.
Many children who do poorly under timed conditions do better working at their own pace.
Think of an untimed testing as a power testing.
How well do students perform when working at
their natural pace? The difference between timed
and untimed performance is often substantial.
This is especially true of skills that require deeper
thought. Tests that deny sufficient time to plunder memory, imagination, knowledge, creativity,
or reasoning will inevitably mismeasure what
they claim to measure. Timed testing is a huge
impediment to accurate and adequate assessment
of achievement in any curricular domain.

The Wrong Approach
to Accountability
The most damaging use of standardized tests flies
under the banner of accountability (Kohn,
2000a). Advocates argue that standardized tests
are necessary because they hold schools accountable, guide curriculum decisions, objectively assess children's school achievement, and determine
teacher effectiveness (William, 2010). These
claims are questionable and damaging to all parties concerned (Barrier-Ferreira, 2008; Kohn,
2000a; Visone, 2009).
Accountability for school failure means holding
someone responsible for the problem, blaming essentially. Educational reformers blame students,
teachers, and schools based on standardized tests.
Further, having measured student achievement,

they think they can also identify two other big
problems - bad teachers and bad schools. They
believe that having located the sources of failure,
they can then mandate the remedy. They think
that mandating curriculum improvements will
eliminate or ameliorate their measurements of
failure. This is magical thinking.
Two examples of this magical thinking are No
Child Le.ft Behind and Race To the Top. These two
federal attempts to reform American education
have mandated achievement goals for students,
teachers, and schools. The fate of students, teachers, and schools hinges on how they perform on
standardized tests. Teachers and principles are
fired or disciplined. Schools are closed or turned
over to an educational authority. Yet, there is no
evidence that such remedies have improved the
achievement of American students (Ravitch,
2010).
There is a reason why these simple reforms have
not worked. You cannot cure the educational system by simply blaming students, teachers, and
schools. Educating children is the responsibility
of all constituents in a country. Parents, community, health care providers, and housing providers
are crucial for educational success. Focusing exclusively on improving schools is not sufficient.
Poverty is deeply connected to school failure because of lack of access to these other critical resources (Kohn, 2000b). Students and teachers
must have social, cultural, and financial support
if we expect to help them reach their potential.
Indeed, schools, students, and teachers are accountable for education. It is their primary responsibility. However, a complex problem cannot
be solved with a simple solution. Standardized
testing and curricular changes are more likely to
mislead the public than provide serious answers
to legitimate questions Qoles, 2003).

High Stakes Testing:
Kudzu on the Curriculum
Standardized testing is a high-stakes gamble. Important educational decisions depend on high
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stakes test results. State and federal authorities
can impose severe penalties based on standardized test scores. Penalties include loss of funds,
control of school governance, restrictions on
graduation, and closing schools (Horn, 2003;
Joles, 2003; Kohn, 2000a). High-stakes standardized tests shape educational policies and practices
at every level: local, state, and federal. We dare
not ignore it. High stakes testing has spread like
kudzu, that wild sweet smelling vine that covers,
smothers, and even kills objects in its path: trees,
barns, and houses. It is relentless unless stopped.
High stakes testing is killing our curriculum because eventually testing dictates the curriculum
(Kohn, 2000a; Madaus & Tan, 1993).
Curriculum should be rooted in local school
communities. Historically, local school districts
controlled the curriculum. Gradually, states exercised greater control as they paid more of education costs. The biggest purse wields the biggest
stick. State and national interests are important.
State and federal authorities have a right to influence curriculum decision. But they do not have
the right to monopolize and dictate the curriculum. It is wrong to covertly determine school
curriculum through high-stakes testing. Alignment of assessment and curriculum is essential.
But this requires a genuine cooperative effort
among local, state, and national interests.

Table 4 demonstrates that informal assessment
measures up to professional literacy standards. It
does so better than standardized testing assessment. Informal assessment puts the power to assess and teach in the hands of educational
professionals - teachers. Teachers and schools
cannot rely on state and federal mandated oneshot, standardized assessments to determine children's educational progress. That's our job. That's
the job of teachers. No one can make better judgments about children than classroom teachers.
Teachers can and must exercise their authority.
Take back the curriculum and assessment tasks
that others have usurped. No one knows children
better than those who teach children all day every
day.

Final Thoughts for
Teacher Action
State and federal government mandate standardized testing. Teachers and schools must administer them. They are a reality that may not go away.
What can we do to improve the educational experiences of children in our schools? Here's our
top-five list of actions you can take:
1. Tell children, parents, legislators, and community leaders about the serious limitations
of standardized assessments.

Informal Assessment:
A Viable Alternative To
Standardized Assessments

2. Fight against the misuse of standardized assessment data through your vote for elected
officials.

The pork industry (not the government kind)
launched a campaign to persuade people to
choose an alternative to beef. They called their
campaign, the other white meat. We offer an alternative to standardized test assessment. The alternative to standardized assessment is informal
assessment. Table 4 describes how informal assessment measures up to the IRA/NCTE Task
Force's assessment standards.

3. Advocate for better assessment practices to
your administrator and school board.
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4. Use effective informal assessment practices in
your classroom.
5. Share informal assessment results in tandem
with standardized assessment results when
consulting with parents and other service
providers.
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Table 4
How Informal Classroom Assessments Measure Up to IRA Assessment Standards
IRA/NCTE Task Force Assessment
Standards
(from http://www.reading.org/general/
currentresearch/standards/assessments
tandards .aspx)
1. The interests of the student are paramount in
assessment.
2. The teacher is the most important agent of
assessment.
3. The primary purpose is to improve teaching
and learning.

4. Assessment must reflect and allow for
critical inquiry into curriculum and instruction.

5. Assessment must recognize and reflect the
intellectually and socially complex nature of
reading and writing and the important roles of
school, home, and society in literacy
development.

6. Assessment must be fair and equitable.

7. The consequences of assessment procedures
are the first, and most important, consideration
in establishing the validity of the assessment.

How Informal Assessments Measure Up

Teachers can select materials for testing that reflect
interests of students.
Teachers are expected and encouraged to make choices
about materials, content, and administration when they
use informal assessments.
Teachers can focus assess on what they need to know
to inform instruction. They can collect detailed
information over time, and continuously update this
information.
Informal assessment can evaluate performance within a
learning context, which is the only way for assessment
to reflect and allow for critical inquiry into curriculum
and instruction.
Informal assessment can evaluate performance within a
learning context that is culturally situated and related to
home and community literacy practices, taking into
account these issues.

What is "fair" is related to content. Does it reflect the
students' literacy and broader life experiences?
Informal assessment can take these matters into
consideration.
In informal assessment the consequences are informing
subsequent instruction, and always short-lived and lowstakes because informal assessment is ongoing.

8. The assessment process should involve
multiple perspectives and sources of data.
9. Assessment must be based in the local
school learning community, including active
and essential participation of families and
community members.
10. All stakeholders in the educational
community-students, families, teachers,
administrators, policymakers, and the publicmust have an equal voice in the development,
interpretation, and reporting of assessment
information.

Teachers can select materials that accomplish this goal
when they use informal assessments.
Informal assessment is not only adjustable for specific
school communities, but also for specific classrooms,
and specific children. Talk about opportunities for finetuning!
Informal assessment can be fine-tuned so all
stakeholders have a voice. Invite them to the table to
make this happen.

11. Families must be involved as active,
essential participants in the assessment process.

Informal assessment can include families as partners in
assessment.
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Mahatma Gandhi said, "You must be the change
you wish to see in the world." If you wish to see
a change in the policy and practice of high-stakes
testing, you must participate in creating the
change you wish to see.
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